Self-appointed image makers have claimed a new identity for metropolitan Washington, D.C., in the last 15 years. The Washington Post has reported enthusiastically on the emergence of a newly internationalized city. The Greater Washington Board of Trade proclaimed Washington the place to be for firms engaged in international markets (Dudley and Nunes 1980b; Greater Washington Board of Trade 1987 ). An advertising campaign for a major bank recently characterized Washington as the most important city in the world. Geographers and regional planners have adapted the same terminology, describing Washington as a "world city"
and an "internationalized city" with a "world role" and "international influence" (Knox 1987, 298; Fuller 1989, 118-19; Gottmann 1989, 64; Naylor 1992) . The real estate press prefers the zippier phrase "world class" ("Reports say D.C. is a Strong Market, World-Class City" 1989).
At first glance, these claims may seem like the typical output of hot air vendors in editorial offices and economic development departments. In the U.S. urban system of the late twentieth century, it is New York, Los Angeles, and the San Francisco Bay metropolis that scholars have most often identified as international centers (Cohen 1981; Friedmann 1986; Castells 1989; Sassen 1991) . In contrast, Washington's very reason for being is to serve the domestic need of national integration. As a neutral federal city, it houses the public decisionmaking apparatus established by the Constitution with the presumed intent of insulating that apparatus from the winds of sectionalism. Since the later nineteenth century, it has also developed into a national city with cultural institutions, sources of information, and symbols of national allegiance that have partially fulfilled the challenge of James Bryce (1913, 37) that it become "the embodiment of the majesty and stateliness of the whole nation." The range and variety of these national roles is measured by the Smithsonian Institution as a keeper of national cultural values, the United States Geological Survey as a source of useful public information, and the Lincoln Memorial as a focus for the emotions of nationalism and national identity (for recent work on Washington's symbolic functions, see Zelinsky 1988; Abbott 1990; Reps 1991; Fryd 1992; Boyer 1994; Lessoff 1994) . Although Washington's emerging international image contrasts with much of the city's historic character, the claims merit serious attention. As shaman and spin doctor both know, the act of naming has power in itself, often highlighting certain aspects of a phenomenon while ignoring others. Washington and Washingtonians have appropriated the international label at a time when many U.S. cities have become more directly and fully connected to the world through expanding international trade, investment flows, immigration, and even self-conscious municipal foreign policies (Hobbs 1994) . Along with interconnected changes elsewhere around the world, this restructuring of economic activity and social patterns has generated a rich new literature on the character of major cities as centers of transnational organization and control. Urban internationalization of the sort being experienced by Washington and many other cities can involve any or all of three overlapping processes. One is the development of an economic base that depends heavily on foreign markets for locally produced goods and foreign customers for locally generated services such as transportation, finance, or consulting. This sort of international connection, of course, has long driven the growth of mercantile cities, ports, and European industrial cities (Vance 1977; Hohenberg and Lees 1985; Chase-Dunn 1985) . Layered on these older patterns is a second and more recent process: an implosive concentration of the decision-making apparatus of global banks, multinational corporations, and other organizations with international reach. Related to both the old and new international economies has been a third process, the development of cosmopolitan communities marked by variety in ethnic and racial groups, languages, and cultural services. Such social and cultural heterogeneity can be seen as the consequence of traditional urban activities as gateways for trade and immigration (among dozens of examples, see Venice as described in Lane 1973 and McNeill 1974) and as vital social infrastructure for attracting and comforting a very new class of international information workers and transnational capitalists (Sklair 1991; Zukin 1991) .
The recent literature on the emergence of world or global cities has been an effort to understand and contextualize the new centralization of world-scale decision making institutions.
Driving much of the work is the desire to frame contemporary urbanization within the broad restructuring of the international division of labor during the 1970s and 1980s. Analysts such as Friedmann (1986) , Feagin and Smith (1987) , and Sassen (1991) have tried to identify new forces and outcomes within the long sweep of urban development. They see a reinforcing connection between dispersal of production and centralization of control: the merchants of old international cities traded things; the elite of new global cities coordinate other people's activities. The theoretical work takes off from efforts to understand the changing distribution of responsibilities within individual corporations (Hymer 1979) and quickly widens the focus to clusters of corporations with geographically proximate headquarters (Cohen 1981; Castells 1989) . In Sassen's (1991) influential formulation, large complexes of corporate office and administrative offices call forth concentrations of producer services to supply specialized expertise and informational inputs. Although the logic of dispersal and concentration can apply at any scale from the single metropolitan area upward, world city theorists focus on the largest cities with global reach and describe a new urban system based on specialization in global finance and business services.
Without challenging the basic idea of a new informational hierarchy capped by global cities, after examining the internationalization of Washington, I see the need to modify several ancillary premises that are often associated with the model. First, the world-city thesis, by its rhetorical strategy and focus on new patterns, tends to ignore older or alternative forms of international connection for cities. Second, this focus on the restructuring of the global economy downplays the importance of historical endowments and the specifics of past economic and cultural roles for understanding how international roles may have evolved in a particular city.
Instead, global cities are seen as detached from their regional and national situations and are treated as nodes in abstract information space (Feagin and Smith 1987; King 1990) . Third, the model emphasizes private economic power, the influence of multinational corporations, and the sovereignty of mobile capital to the substantial exclusion of state-based activities and influence.
Washington fits none of these secondary premises very closely. Like a number of other U.S. cities, it has developed substantial international roles apart from the corporate and finance complex that now drives a global city such as New York. In pursuing this point, the following case study provides historical justification for the findings of Markusen and Gwiasda (1994) about Washington's importance as a node for information production and manipulation distinct from New York. The analysis also supports their argument about the separability of different international functions and the emphasus of related work that finds multiple trajectories toward internationalization (Abbott 1993) . As Markusen and Gwiasda show, cities display different layerings and mixes of international activities. They argue specifically that the locational patterns of trade, government, and education are highly independent of other activities and that finance, research and development, culture, and health and social welfare services are moderately independent. Washington's most important international functions are those with low linkages (government, education) or moderate linkages (culture, research), in contrast to the strongly linked financial services that characterize New York. This case study thus contributes to a long-established literature founded on the argument that a wide range of cities and city types can interact with the world within complex lateral networks of specialized roles (McKenzie 1927 ).
In Washington, moreover, what is international is national, based on an elaboration of domestic political and cultural functions. An assessment of Washington against a variety of measures of globalization establishes that the city's international functions are built directly on its historic role as the seat of government. Its international sector has developed and extended its national capital functions such as the federal research establishment, national cultural institutions, administrative agencies, trade associations, and public interest organizations (Hamer and Company Associates 1958; Drennan 1992) . In these ways, the analysis parallels Hill and Fujita's (1995) description of the global reach of Tokyo as deeply dependent on that city's concentration of state power. Washington's international roles are expansions and elaborations of the same sorts of functions that it performs on the national scene rather than disconnected departures from these functions.
Finally, what is new in Washington is also old. The city's development history supports those global city theorists who refine the broad model by emphasizing the importance of understanding change over time (Markusen and Gwiasda 1994) and exploring each city's "rootedness in . . . history, institutions, culture, and politics" (Friedmann 1993, 20) . The U.S. national metropolis has expanded its international roles by degrees. The decades around 1900, the 1940s, and the 1970s were key periods for the addition or expansion of international functions, followed in each case by a period of absorption involving gradual changes in local culture and tone of life. At every step, control and coordination functions were the leading sectors, followed by new direct services for foreign markets. In turn, these functional changes have led cultural change, with the metropolitan community as a social system responding and adapting to new international roles.
STAGE ONE: 1880-1940
The origins of a modern globally connected Washington date to the 1880s and the Organization) with its own Washington-based secretariat of 7 persons (Thomas and Thomas 1963, 12-15; Inman 1965, 33-59) .
The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were also the first significant era of Notwithstanding these activities, Washington's international roles remained narrow. The international tourism described above was an elite activity rather than a mass phenomenon, with meetings attracted by Washington's scientific establishment or by the symbolism of its political role. European visitors sometimes found the city pleasant and sometimes boring, but they never confused it with a major world capital (Bryce 1912, 2:855-61) . Only a handful of Washington-based organizations or businesses identified themselves as international in orientation or function in 1900 and fewer than 50 even after the upheavals of World War I (see Table 1 ). The strongest focus of such organizations was Latin America, because the early twentieth-century United States asserted hemispheric rather than global leadership.
Place Table 1 about here
With broader diplomatic or military roles still small, the city's cosmopolitanism remained limited. One caustic observer as late as 1920 thought that the main function of the diplomatic corps was to teach Washingtonians the art of dining out (Rhodes 1920, 124; Hurd 1948, 287) .
European diplomats treated Washington as a minor capital. British representatives used their hill allowance--compensation for posting on the subtropical Potomac--to join European colleagues in Newport or New York as often as business allowed. The leaders of Washington's high society confirmed the city's provinciality by going atwitter for nearly a full year before a brief visit by King George VI of the United Kingdom in 1939 (Briggs 1906, 164; Lombard 1941, 3-4; Brinkley 1988, 32, 46) .
STAGE TWO: 1940-1970
World War II cracked open Washington's insularity. In 1942 -1943 and then supplanted London as the decision center for the global war against the Axis powers.
As the command post for the world's most far-flung military enterprise, it seemed to many observers to have emerged as the "first city of the world" (Hurd 1948, 263 ; also see Reston 1941 , Henrickson 1983 (Meyer 1946; "New Bank Pleases Financiers" 1946; Blum 1967, 427-36; Gardner 1956, 265) . Washington's southern system of racial relations with the formally open northern system that was more welcoming to African and Asian officials (Green 1967; Wiggins 1966; Muse 1961 ).
There is little published evidence that Washingtonians thought deeply about changes in the city's international role in the first two decades after World War II. An early 1960s guidebook description of Washington as "the world city of our time" was an isolated case (Moyers 1971, 326) Between 1950 and 1980, Washington also surged from fourteenth place to third place in the number of large and multioffice law firms (Lynch and Meyer 1992) . Its growing role as a decision center for the domestic economy can also be approximated by the relative importance of employment in the census category of central administrative offices and auxiliaries for multiestablishment firms in mining, construction, manufacturing, trade, and service industries.
Between 1954 and 1972, metropolitan Washington's 320% increase in such jobs trailed only Boston, Houston, Denver, and Atlanta (Armstrong 1979, 61-93) . During the following period (1974) (1975) (1976) (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) Washington's 90% growth in producer services employment matched such growth in metropolitan Boston, Los Angeles, and San Francisco and far exceeded that in New York (Markusen and Gwiasda 1994) .
Growth in the number of Washington-based international governmental and international nongovernmental organizations has followed the increase of domestic association offices and benefited from availability of a specialized pool of association staff and executives. Since World were think tanks that had close ties to the defense establishment and to southern and western defense contractors (Johnson 1993, 385-86; Kurth 1993; Shefter 1993) . The new importance of Washington as a source of foreign policy opinion was thus closely associated with the emergence of its intellectual apparatus for articulating a neoconservative domestic agenda, sharing the same ideological bent and similar sources of funding (Ricci 1993) . It can also be read as another stage in the long contest between Europe-firsters and Asia-firsters that underlay midcentury policy debates. The latter point has apparently been convincing, because the local business press reports that more and more European companies have been establishing their main U.S. offices in Washington rather than New York (Isaac 1990) . A prominent business consulting firm ranked Washington fourth among 60 world cities as a desirable location for international headquarters, following Singapore, London, and New York ("Singapore Ranked Top City for International Headquarters" 1990) .
Behind the boosterism, the particular attraction of Washington for both domestic and foreign firms is the ease of monitoring the rapidly changing U.S. policy environment, lobbying for access to domestic markets, and maintaining contact with state governments, national business and trade associations, and international organizations. In this sphere, Washington's governmental establishment weakly mirrors the attractive power of Tokyo's government sector for Japanese and foreign firms, with the difference in intensity reflecting the much more detailed involvement of the Japanese state in economic affairs (Hill and Fujita 1995) . Among U.S.
corporations, the major move was Mobil Corporation's relocation from New York to northern Virginia in search of higher quality of life and easier international air connections (Lawrence 1989 ). The number of foreign companies with representation in Washington increased from 580 to 950 between 1979 and 1987, including three-fourths of the world's reputedly largest corporations (Greater Washington Board of Trade 1987). Japan, which accounts for 15% of the represented firms, spends an estimated $100 million annually on Washington lobbyists, attorneys, political advisors, and corporate offices (Averyt 1990; Weiss 1990; Choate 1988, 60-63; Fessler 1990, 972-75; Sands 1988 ).
Education, research, and consulting have also emerged as in recent decades as important components of the larger category of producer services (Drennan 1992; Sassen 1991 Sassen , 1994 ).
International consulting is most obvious in the activities of the Washington offices of multinational accounting/business management companies. Hundreds of smaller professional firms form a substantial export sector that is invisible in census and trade data at the metropolitan scale. In contrast, it is easy to document the growing numbers of foreign college and university students in the Washington area, from fewer than 200 in 1938-1939 to 1000 in 1949-1950, 3500 by 1963-1964, and 16 ,000 in the middle 1990s. Students, of course, can be viewed as a very specialized type of tourist. Long-distance tourism has become mass-market in the last two decades with the help of jumbo jets and First World affluence. Europeans vacation in the Canaries, Japanese take weekends in Singapore and Honolulu, Venezuelans shop in Miami. Washington has been a major destination for the rapidly growing numbers of foreign visitors to the United States, whose spending in this country first exceeded spending by U.S. tourists abroad in 1989 (Zelinsky 1990 ). According to a survey of air travelers administered by the U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration, the city's 1.5 million foreign visitors in 1988 amounted to 10% of all such travelers to the United States, placing the city behind New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Honolulu. The capital city has a special role, of course, as host for officially sponsored junketeers. Another of its special functions is as one of the top dozen world cities for international conventions and meetings. Although data are sporadic and incomplete, Washington and New York appear to have shared a roughly equal and growing number of international meetings in the 1970s and 1980s (Washington Convention and Visitors Bureau 1972; Goss 1975; Gappert 1989) . This is a function that benefits from the facilities developed for a similar role as a national convention city and continues on a vastly expanded scale its earliest international roles from the nineteenth century.
In the 1980s, daily life in Washington increasingly began to support the international tone of its economy. More than 150 nations were represented by two and a half thousand diplomatic officers; hundreds of other foreign nationals worked for multigovernmental agencies.
Newspaper stories described foreign real estate investment, multilingualism, and even the number of Washingtonians holding passports (twice the proportion as Detroit or Dallas) (Dudley and Nunes 1980b; McGrath and Means 1980; Washington Post Retail Memo and Sales Planner 1984; Pressley 1992; Henrikson 1983, 142) . The erosion of Washington's cultural insularity made the city more compatible and attractive for foreign business and diplomatic families and global infocrats with strong ideas about suitable cityscapes and societies (Knox 1991) . neither the East nor the South (Zelinsky 1980; Reed 1976 ). An examination of Washington as an international city, however, suggests the value of rephrasing the question to carry beyond continental boundaries (see Table 1 ). began to grow at twice the pace of regional terms and passed them in total number in the mid1960s. They grew at two and a half times the rate of national terms over the same period. The telephone books--those essential tools of the information age--indicate that late twentieth-century Washington is situated not only in a particular part of the United States but also within the global networks of the transactional economy.
INTERNATIONAL WASHINGTON AND THE POWER OF HISTORY
The evolution of Washington's international roles can be summarized by the character of As the broader comparisons in Table 2 Washington is not a manufacturing city that sells to world markets (Mehl 1987) . Neither is it a leader in international banking, for its historic lack of manufacturing and foreign commerce limited Washington banks to real estate loans and left the local responsibility for international finance to nearby Baltimore (Noyelle 1985) . This selective specialization supports the theoretical arguments for the separability of international functions and the distinctiveness of globalization trajectories from city to city.
Place Table 2 At the same time, however, the development of Washington shows the value of examining the wide variety of ways that North American cities meet and have met the world. As is also true in Europe, the roster of substantially internationalized cities is far larger than the short list of global cities (Kunzman and Wegener 1991; Parkinson 1991) . U.S. cities have numerous direct connections to global flows of goods, people, and information that are not channeled through New York or Los Angeles and have promoted and developed these connections in historically distinct ways. Houston is a port and production center that interacts directly with the world of petroleum producers and has gradually substituted sales of expertise for direct sales of petroleum products (Feagin 1988) . Seattle is part of a land bridge between the Pacific and Atlantic economies and now a partner with Vancouver in trying to redefine the Pacific Northwest as an internationalized economic region. The arrival of a Cuban middle class in the 1960s triggered the internationalization of Miami by providing a skilled labor pool for corporate offices and international banks (Sassen and Portes 1993; Portes and Stepick 1993) .
Atlanta has developed international roles because of its good access to sunbelt markets and factory sites for foreign corporations, because of active promotion of an international identity (White and Crimmins 1978) , and because of the entrepreneurial accident of the location of the Cable News Network.
In important ways, Washington is an anomaly that requires rethinking several ancillary premises of world city theory and reminds us of the richness of urban experience. Washington is not a global city that directly rivals New York or Los Angeles. Instead, the national metropolis has built its increasingly rich, numerous, and complex international roles and connections on its concentration of public-sector rather than private-sector activities, on bureaus rather than board rooms. As a specialized information city, Washington has followed a trajectory perhaps most similar to that of Honolulu, which has deliberately tried to build international activities on the government, research, and tourism sectors of its economy (Heenan 1977) . In this light, Washington's growing but still limited international roles are vulnerable less to competition from New York than to a new isolationism and conservative ideology that sees a proud and ambitious
Washington as a symbol of oppressive government rather than national achievement (Cattani 1990 ).
Washington is also a city that has remained essentially national at the same time that it has taken on international roles. Far from delinking from its roles as a national cultural and administrative center, Washington has directly exploited such roles as a powerful magnet for private sector producer services. It is an international city because it articulates aspects of national character and power and mediates between a large and prosperous nation and a set of constantly changing international relationships that require careful and flexible management. Its international roles are elaborations of its history as a national capital much more than responses to radical economic restructuring.
Although it is a public information capital rather than a corporate control center, the Washington example confirms the basic dynamic of dispersal and centralization. State power and public information are centralized forces that attract a complex of private sector activities in ways similar to the attractions of concentrated financial power. In this light, the federal government can be understood as a producer service that is an important input for domestic and foreign corporations (see Hill and Fujita 1995 for Tokyo parallels). Government itself, moreover, involved as it is with the projection of economic and military power and diplomatic influence, is an activity with internationally dispersed production sites that require central coordination.
Washington's role as a command post for Pax Americana thus parallels London's earlier role as an imperial capital (King 1990 ). The new international Washington, in short, is the old national city projected on a wider screen.
NOTES
1. The count of ambassadors, ministers, first secretaries, and other diplomats worthy of special social attention tripled during the same period (Hagner 1940; Shaw 1956 ).
2. The numbers I report from these sources are the totals for the District of Columbia plus one-third of the totals for Maryland (as an estimate of foreign students at the main University of Maryland campus at College Park) (Kelley and Eckert 1942; Strong 1951; Rice and Mason 1966) . The figure of 16,000 for the 1990s is derived from data in the Chronicle of Higher Education, November 10, 1995, and includes all listed institutions in the metropolitan area.
3. The 14% figure is for the same territory included in the 1980 metropolitan area. By 1990, the addition of three outlying counties led to an overall figure of 13.2% within expanded boundaries. major sunbelt cities.
